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Appendix H

Draft EIS Public Comments

Number Commenter
Letters
1 Tony Zucco
2 U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association, National

Marine Fisheries Service
3 Congress of the United States, House of Representatives, 11th District, Texas
4 City of Cameron, Mayor
5 Citizens National Bank
6 Milam County Judge
7 First National Bank in Cameron
8 Minerva Water Supply Corporation
9 Texas House of Representatives, District 52
10 L. B. Kubiak, D.V.M.
11 Milam County Commissioner, Precinct 4
12 Harold E. Reagan
13 Texas House of Representatives, District 32
14 Thorndale Independent School District
15 Texas State Senate, District 19
16 The Senate of the State of Texas, District 5
17 U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6
18 Lexington Independent School District
19 Chamber of Commerce, Cameron, Texas
20 Richard Neidig
21 Priscilla Jarvis
22 Rockdale Independent School District
23 Texas Cooperative Extension
24 Cynthia Shelp
25 Carl Altman-Kasagh
26 Bill Glover
27 John F. Franklin
28 Jerry Mehevec
29 Hugh Brown
30 Judy S. Ellis
31 Cathy Snider
32 Betty Beaty
33 Brad Stafford
34 Manville Water Supply Corporation
35 Jerry Mehevic (Duplicate of 28)
36 Randy Waclawczyk
37 Neighbors for Neighbors, Inc.
38 Eva Villegas
39 Leslie Currens
40 Donna Blackstone
41 Save Barton Creek Association
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42 Bastrop County Audubon Society
43 Bastrop County Audubon Society
44 Gary L. Trdy
45 The Senate of the State of Texas, District 25
46 City of Milano, Mayor
47 Kristen Marie Freeman
48 Angela Buentello
49 Shudde Bess Bryson Fath
50 City of Taylor, Mayor
51 Greg Barker
52 City Public Service of San Antonio, Texas
53 Robin Lively
54 Ron Giles
55 Congress of the United States, House of Representatives, 14th District, Texas
56 Mona Mehdy
57 United States Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary
58 Lloyd Sargent
59 Judy S. Ellis
60 The University of Texas at Austin
61 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6
62 Molly Alexander
63 Charles Lundgren
64 Elwanda Lundgren
65 Duane and Lara Schenk
66 Kay and Joanna Hicks
67 Elgin Main Street Board
68 Donna Snowden
69 Gary Snowden
70 Erick and Raychelle Schaudies
71 Jeanette Shelby Realtors
72 Silicon Hills Documentation Services
73 Dan and Sandra Hicks
74 Sierra Club, Lone Star Chapter
75 Lower Colorado River Authority
76 Hill Gilstrap Riggs Adams & Graham, L.L.P. (Neighbors for Neighbors, Inc.)
77 Frederick-Law (Neighbors for Neighbors, Inc.)
78 Lost Pines Groundwater Conservation District
79 Bastrop County Environmental Network
80 Neighbors for Neighbors, Inc.
81 George R. Givens
82 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
83 Texas Historical Commission
84 Victoria Saxl
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85 Texas Parks & Wildlife
86 Brazos River Authority
87 Clean Air Task Force
88 Alexander Birchler
Transcripts
T1 Mary Wilson
T2 Sammy Reese
T3 Lloyd Sargent
T4 Sammy Reese
T5 Mary Wilson
T6 J.S. Duncan
T7 Tom Puccio
T8 Wallace Jones
T9 Lee Wray Russell
T10 Vester Crocker
T11 Gerald Niemtschk
T12 Earline Cloudt
T13 Gaye Bland
T14 James Foster
T15 Billy Woods
T16 Cathy Snider
T17 Chris Dyess
T18 W.P. Hogan
T19 Travis Brown
T20 Nathan Smith
T21 Denice Doss
T22 Larry Fisher
T23 Joan Ratliff
T24 Nena Simpson
T25 Sandy Murphree
T26 Donna Blackstone
T27 Michelle McFaddin
T28 Barry Williams
T29 Ken Cooke
T30 Sherri Korsmo
T31 Kerry Starnes
T32 Burke Baverschlag
T33 Randy Henderson
T34 Lisa Davidson-Gerthe
T35 Ricky Stewart
T36 Floyd Brockenbush
T37 Cullen Tittle
T38 Billy Gillum
T39 Carita Simons
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Number Commenter
T40 Tony Hernandez
T41 Kathleen Wolfington
T42 Ann Franklin
T43 John Franklin
T44 Ron Giles
T45 Wanda Hannah
T46 Ariel Correa
T47 Robert Avila
T48 Jerry Meherec
T49 Jim Stanley
T50 Jim Buchanan
T51 Melissa Cole
T52 Jeffrey Byers
T53 Lloyd Sargent
T54 Lisa McClain
T55 Brad Stafford
T56 Carl Altman-Kaough
T57 Joan Hardy
T58 Hugh Brown
T59 Priscilla Jarvis
T60 William Montgomery
T61 Cynthia Shelp
T62 Jeremiah Jarvis
T63 Melvin Dube
T64 Rick Nalle
T65 Paul Smith
T66 Herb Blamire
T67 Lilian Kerlin
T68 Jonathan Beisert
T69 Mary Wilson
T70 D.L. Bearden



Letter 1 Responses to Letter 1

1-1

1-2

1-3

1-4

1-1 Please see the response to general comment AQ-2 in Section 4.5.6 of the Final EIS
relative to proposed reductions in emissions from the power plants.

1-2 Please see the response to general comment NEPA-2 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final
EIS regarding the relationship of the proposed Three Oaks Mine to the existing
Rockdale facil ities.

1-3 Alcoa’s cooling water system, also known as Alcoa Lake, was closed to public access
when Unit 4 was completed in the early 1980s. The reason for closing access was
personal safety. Biological surveys performed by Alcoa have not shown contamination
of fish tissue.

1-4 Under federal and state laws, each regulatory agency has specific responsibilities
relative to the permits and enforcement programs that it administers. As discussed in
Chapter 1.0 of the Draft EIS, the USACE is responsible for preparing this EIS for the
proposed Three Oaks Mine in conjunction with the agency’s review and processing of
the Alcoa’s permit application under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Part of the
role of the EIS is to disclose and analyze environmental impacts associated with the
proposed permit issuance or denial. The authority and responsibility of the USACE for
the permitting or enforcement of environmental compliance, extends to those
regulatory programs under USACE jurisdiction.



Letter 2 Responses to Letter 2

2-1

2-1 Comment noted.



Letter 3 Responses to Letter 3

3-1

3-1 Comment noted.



Letter 4 Responses to Letter 4

4-1

4-1 Comment noted.



Letter 5 Responses to Letter 5

5-1

5-1 Comment noted.



Letter 6 Responses to Letter 6

6-1

6-1 Comment noted.



Letter 6 Continued



Letter 7 Responses to Letter 7

7-1

7-1 Comment noted.



7-1

Letter 7 Continued



Letter 8 Responses to Letter 8

8-1

8-1 Comment noted.



Letter 9 Responses to Letter 9

9-1

9-1 Comment noted.



Letter 10 Responses to Letter 10

10-1

10-1 Comment noted.



Letter 11 Responses to Letter 11

11-1

11-1 Comment noted.



Letter 11 Continued Responses to Letter 11

11-1



Letter 12 Responses to Letter 12

12-1

12-1 Comment noted.



12-1

Letter 12 Continued



Letter 13 Responses to Letter 13

13-1

13-1 Comment noted.



Letter 14 Responses to Letter 14

14-1

14-1 Comment noted.



Letter 15 Responses to Letter 15

15-1

15-1 Comment noted.



Letter 16 Responses to Letter 16

16-1

16-1 Comment noted.



Letter 17 Letter 17 Continued



Responses to Letter 17

17-1

17-2

17-3

Letter 17 Continued

17-1 If the USACE issues the Section 404 permit, pollution prevention measures would be
incorporated into the conditions of the Record of Decision.

17-2 In response to the comment, references to USEPA’s NPDES general permit have
been added via references to the TPDES program and requirements on pages 2-40,
2-44, and 3.2-83 in the Final EIS.

17-3 All resource sections of the EIS were evaluated and revised, as appropriate, relative to
the recommended inclusion of additional specific wording with respect to short-term
versus long-term impacts. These revisions are presented in the Final EIS.



Responses to Letter 17

17-4

17-5

17-6

17-7

17-8

17-9

17-3

Letter 17 Continued

17-4 The 359 acres referenced in the Draft EIS encompasses all components of the
transportation corridor such as the haul road, conveyor, power lines, water lines, and
lighting systems. For simplicity, the USACE has assumed a conservative total
disturbance of this corridor (typical width of 250 feet), although actual disturbance may
be less than this in many areas.

17-5 Based on experience at Sandow, Alcoa estimates that the approximate timeframes
from initial planting to final bond release would be as follows:

Estimated reclamation timeframes

25 months estimated from completion of lignite removal through completion of
rough spoil leveling (from Figure 2-11).
1 to 3 months from completion of rough spoil leveling through initial revegetation
and monitoring period.
5 years for extended monitoring.
7 to 10 estimated years from completion of rough spoil leveling through bond
release.

17-6 Groundwater use and mitigation of impacts to groundwater use by lignite mines in
Texas is regulated by the RRC. The RRC guidelines for mitigation of mine-related
impacts to groundwater supply require the mining company to replace the water
supply lost by a domestic or municipal well. Mitigation could include deepening the
well, enlarging the well and installing a bigger pump, or drilling a new well to provide
for the lost water supply.

17-7 Alcoa received the 1999 Coal Mining Reclamation Award from the Railroad
Commission of Texas in recognition of their reclamation success at the Sandow Mine
to mitigate mine-related impacts to waters of the U.S. Based on information provided
by Alcoa, a total of 412 acres of ponds, end lakes, streams, forested wetlands, and
non-forested wetlands have been created at the Sandow Mine. It is difficult to
ascertain the level of success of the reclamation plan since information regarding
types and acres of waters of the U.S. including wetlands was not recorded prior to
mine development and was not available to compare with existing conditions. As
discussed in Section 2.5.3.6 and the Mitigation Plan in Appendix E of the Final EIS,
Alcoa has committed to long-term protection and mitigation measures for Three Oaks
Mine-related impacts to waters of the U.S. including wetlands. The mitigation ratios as
shown in Table 2-14 of the Final EIS for the various types of waters of the U.S.
including wetlands at the Three Oaks Mine are higher relative to those used for the
Sandow Mine. In addition, specific mitigation ratios for Three Oaks were developed for
low-, medium-, and high-quality streams. As stated in Section  2.5.3.6 of the Draft EIS,
through successful implementation of the proposed Mitigation Plan, all areas of waters
of the U.S. proposed to be restored, created, or enhanced would meet the regulatory
definition of waters of the U.S., would function as the intended type of waters of the
U.S., and would function at an acceptable level of ecological performance. Buffers,
riparian zones, and other areas integral to the enhancement of the aquatic ecosystem
would function as the intended type of ecosystem at an acceptable level of ecological
performance.

17-8 The USACE notes the recommendation for postponing the evaluation of impact
tradeoffs until  the Record of Decision (ROD); however, the USACE believes that i t is
important to identify and evaluate the relative advantages and disadvantages of the
Proposed Action and alternatives in the EIS as well as summarizing the tradeoffs in
the ROD.

17-9 The text on page 3.2-85 of the Final EIS has been revised to clarify these impacts.



Responses to Letter 17

17-10

17-11

17-12

17-13

17-14

17-15

Letter 17 Continued

17-10 As identified on page 3.4-6 of the Draft EIS, the USACE has prepared a Biological
Assessment (BA) for the project in accordance with Section 7(c) of the Endangered
Species Act. Based on the assessment, it was determined that the proposed project
may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, one federally listed species (Houston
toad) and would have no effect on two federally listed species (whooping crane and
bald eagle). The BA was submitted to the USFWS for their concurrence. The USFWS’
concurrence letter is presented in Appendix  G of the Final EIS.

17-11 Revisions to the text in the surface water section (page 3.2-85a) of the Final EIS have
been made in response to the selenium issue.

17-12 Comment noted. The USACE currently is working on a MOA with the SHPO.

17-13 The requested cross reference to public health effects has been added to the Final
EIS.

17-14 Please see the responses to general comments AQ-1 and AQ-2 in Section 4.5.6 of  the
Final EIS relative to cumulative impacts and proposed reductions in emissions from
the power plants.

17-15 The projected emissions at the proposed mine are mobile, non-road mobile, and area
sources. These emissions are small compared to the total non-point sources in the
affected counties. Total non-point emissions in the five-county area, as shown in Table
3.8-15 of the Draft EIS, are 51,374 tons of NOX and 299,841 tons of CO per year. The
estimated mine emissions, as shown in Table 3.8-9 of the Draft EIS, represent less
than 2 percent of non-point NOX and less than 0.2 percent of non-point CO emissions.
When the Three Oaks Mine NOx emissions are compared to the five-county area total
NOx emissions (82,809 typ), the incremental increase is 0.8 percent. When the Three
Oaks Mine CO emissions are compared to the five-county area total CO emissions
(323,688 typ), the incremental increase is 0.2 percent.



Responses to Letter 17

17-16

17-17

17-18

17-19

17-20

17-21

17-22

Letter 17 Continued

17-16 The text on pages 3.9-1 and 3.9-1a of the Final EIS has been revised to clarify the
comparison between pre- and post-mine land uses. As requested, a new figure (3.9-2)
has been added (see page 3.9-3a of the Final EIS) showing existing land uses. In
addition, Table 3.9-1 has been modified and new Table 3.9-2 has been added to the
Final EIS for further clarification (see page 3.9-2 and 3.9-5, respectively).

17-17 The large percentage of the proposed post-mining fish and wildlife habitat would result
from Alcoa’s commitment to environmental protection measures during reclamation
and is independent of acreage- or ratio-based mitigation requirements (see Section
2.5.4 of the Draft EIS and Table 2-15 of the Final EIS).

17-18 Please see the revised text on page 3.9-6 of the Final EIS regarding cumulative
reclamation impacts.

17-19 All relocations of individuals and families related to the proposed Three Oaks Mine
have been or would be voluntary. Alcoa does not have power of eminent domain and
would not be able to forcibly displace residents.

17-20 Please see the response to comment 17-8.

17-21 With the exception of CR 102, there would not be interim periods before the new
roads are in place. Existing roads would be maintained in use while the new roads are
constructed to final design standards on undisturbed, new rights-of-way. As noted in
Section 3.11.2.1 of the Draft EIS, there would be very brief periods, perhaps a few
days at a time, of construction delays while new road segments were tied into existing
roads. The temporarily rerouted segment of FM 619 would remain in place for
approximately 3 years until FM 696 is relocated. This temporary road segment would
be constructed to the same standards as new permanent roads. Like other road
relocations, new segments of CR 102 would be built on new right -of-way and then tied
into existing roadways. CR 102 is unique in the sense that it would be sequentially
staged in short segments as discussed in Section 3.11.2.1 of the Draft EIS (page
3.11-4) to maintain access while mining proceeds adjacent to it.

Heavy mine trucks would use roads constructed by Alcoa with in the permit area and
would not affect public roads. As noted in Section 3.11.2.1 of the Draft EIS (page 3.11-
3), heavy commercial truck traffic on public roads is expected to average 1.5 vehicle
trips per hour, which would have a minor effect on public traffic.

17-22 The nearest residences noted at 300 feet would be exposed to mining activities (i.e.,
clearing and grubbing, overburden removal, mining, and reclamation) at close range,
but not to construction or lignite handling activities. The duration of exposure is
uncertain, although, at the shortest range, it likely would be for a few days to a few
weeks. Noise levels would gradually build to the maximum with equipment returning
periodically as the pit development and mining moved back and forth across the mine
block and toward the residences. Ldn at 300 feet would be 80 or 79 dBA, depending on
whether a dragline or mobile shovel is used for overburden removal, and 78 dBA for
lignite mining. Other mining operations activities would meet the 65 dBA Ldn standard
at 300 feet (see Table 3.12-10 of the Draft EIS).

More precise information regarding the location of the subject residences relative to
the mine blocks indicates that the nearest residence during the 16- to 20-year period
would be approximately 650 feet rather than 300 feet. This correction has been made
on page 3.12-7 of the Final EIS.



Responses to Letter 17

17-23

17-24

17-25

17-27

17-26

Letter 17 Continued

17-23 A noise contour map was considered, but it would be misleading because the nature
of surface lignite mining dictates that noise sources would be constantly moving. No
single set (or reasonably small number of sets) of noise contours would accurately
represent the noise effects of the proposed Three Oaks Mine over time.

17-24 The recommended wording has been inserted into Section 3.13.4 of the Final EIS.

17-25 Please see the revised text on page 3.14-4 of the Final EIS.

17-26 As described in Chapter 4.0 of the Final EIS, the USACE solicited input from the local
public throughout the NEPA process, beginning with solicitation of public comments
during the scoping period and continuing through the public comment period for the
Draft EIS. In addition, the USACE provided a Spanish translator at the Draft EIS public
hearing and prepared and distributed a Spanish version of the handout from the public
hearing. Review of public input throughout the NEPA process has not indicated that
low income or minority populations would be disproportionately affected by the
proposed Three Oaks Mine.

17-27 Please see the response to comment 17-8. The text on page 3.17-1 of the Final EIS
has been revised to omit the term “tradeoffs.”



Letter 18 Responses to Letter 18

18-1

18-1 Comment noted.



Letter 19 Responses to Letter 19

19-1

19-1 Comment noted.



19-1

Letter 19 Continued



Letter 20 Responses to Letter 20

20-1

20-1 Comment noted.



20-1

Letter 20 Continued



Letter 21 Responses to Letter 21

21-1

21-3

21-4

21-5

21-2

21-1 Please see the response  to comment 73-10 regarding interaction of surface flows and
groundwater in the Simsboro outcrop areas.

21-2 Comment noted.

21-3 The text on page 3.2-80 of the Final EIS has been modified to clarify these expected
conditions.

21-4 Please see the response and text modifications for comment 21-3.

21-5 Please see the response to general comment SW-2 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS
relative to TDS. Background information for baseline flows is provided in Appendix C
of the Draft EIS. For example, these data indicate that elevated TDS, chloride, and
sulfate concentrations occur naturally and commonly in these tributaries. Text
changes have been made on page 3.2-66 of the Final EIS in response to this
comment to further describe the existing conditions and clarify the assessment. No
additional impacts are anticipated, however.



Responses to Letter 21

21-6

21-7

21-8

21-5

Letter 21 Continued

21-6 The potential impacts would not change from those described in the Draft EIS. Aquifer
water quality is not expected to be degraded, due to discharge water quality controls
and the fact that near-surface water quality in the streambeds and adjacent terraces
already is affected by existing surface runoff. Baseline surface water quality data are
presented in Appendix C of the Draft EIS; these data show that naturally occurring
exceedences of standards for TDS and other constituents commonly occur in existing
streamflows. Please see the response to general comment SW-2 in Section 4.5.5 of
the Final EIS relative to TDS. The potential conditions referred to by this comment are
discussed in the Draft EIS under cumulative impacts on pages 3.2-91 and 3.2-92. With
respect to potential direct impacts from the Proposed Action, page 3.2-78 of the Final
EIS has been modified in response to the comment.

21-7 The potential effects of mine-related gr oundwater drawdown and the associated
projected recovery time were analyzed in Sections 3.2.3.2, 3.2.4.2, 3.4.2, and 3.5.2 for
groundwater, surface water, vegetation, and wildlife and fisheries resources,
respectively, of the Draft EIS. Also see the response to comment 21-6 relative to
potential groundwater drawdown effects on water quality.

The Simsboro aquifer would take approximately 100 years to fully rebound after
pumping ceases at the Three Oaks Mine, assuming there are no other demands on
the aquifer in the vicinity of Three Oaks or Sandow. Rebound to approximately 90
percent of  the original water level in the Simsboro would take approximately 20 to 30
years, again assuming no additional wells are pumping in the area of Three Oaks and
Sandow. In reality, regional municipal demand on the Simsboro aquifer would keep
the aquifer from ever rebounding. Because of regional municipal demand, of which
SAWS may be a part, aquifers like the Simsboro would continue to show water level
declines in the future. The impact on the Simsboro aquifer by the proposed Three
Oaks Mine would be minimal compared to regional municipal groundwater pumpage.

21-8 Comment noted.



Letter 22 Responses to Letter 22

22-1

22-1 Comment noted.



Letter 23 Responses to Letter 23

23-1

23-1 Comment noted.



Letter 24 Responses to Letter 24

24-1

24-1 Comment noted.



Responses to Letter 24

24-1

24-2

24-3

Letter 24 Continued

24-2 Please see the responses to general comments AQ-1 and AQ-2 in Section 4.5.6 of the
Final EIS relative to cumulative impacts and proposed reductions in emissions from
the power plants.

24-3 Comment noted.



Letter 25 Responses to Letter 25

25-1

25-3

25-2

25-1 Please refer to the response to general comment SE-2 in Section 4.5.10  of the Final
EIS relative to the presentation of aggregated data. Also, the data in Section 3.10 of
the Draft EIS were provided in disaggregated form by county.

25-2 Please refer to the response to general comment LU-1 in Section 4.5.9 of the Final
EIS regarding the Smart Growth corridor. The differential growth rates noted by the
commentor are discussed in Section 3.10.1.1 of the Draft EIS. Regarding Bastrop
County’s land use plans, please refer to Section 3.9.1.1 of the Draft EIS, which
explains that the county has no regulations in place to guide or control land
development. (The county has no authority under Texas law to enact such
regulations.) Also, please refer to the response to general comment LU-1 in Section
4.5.9 in the Final EIS relative to growth and development management by local
jurisdictions.

25-3 Comment noted.



Responses to Letter 25

25-4

25-5

Letter 25 Continued

25-4 As identified in the Draft EIS, the economic baseline data relies on official federal and
Texas state agency information, and the primary tool used to estimate economic
effects was the IMPLAN model for the State of Texas, maintained by Texas A&M
University (Jones 2002). As identified, the model run was conducted at the request of
Alcoa to provide information relative to the potential economic and fiscal impacts of
the proposed project. However, regardless of the data source, it is the responsibility of
the federal agency preparing the EIS to thoroughly review the adequacy and accuracy
of the data used in the analysis. In the case of the Three Oaks Mine EIS, the USACE
reviewed the model in-put and out-put data to ensure the data’s accuracy for impact
assessment. Also see the response to general comment NEPA-1 in Section 4.5.1 of
the Final EIS regarding the use of Alcoa baseline data.

25-5 As discussed in Section 2.4.1.3 of the Draft EIS and in the response to general
comment Alternatives-1 in Section 4.5.2 of the Final EIS, fuel costs, conversion costs,
and additional infrastructure costs cause this substitution to be economically
impractical and would result in the closure of Alcoa’s smelter operations.



Letter 26 Responses to Letter 26

26-1

26-1 Please refer to the response to general comment GW-5 in Section 4.5.4 of the Final
EIS regarding the role and jurisdiction of  groundwater conservation districts.



Letter 27 Responses to Letter 27

27-1

27-1 The purpose of the public hearing was to give the publ ic an opportunity to provide
verbal comment on the Draf t EIS. The meeting time for the Draft EIS public hearing
was set by the USACE to provide for maximum public attendance and provide
sufficient time to accommodate all individuals wishing to speak at the hearing. For
individuals who had scheduling conflicts relative to the meeting time, provisions also
were made for individuals to provide verbal comment privately to a court reporter
either during the October 1, 2002, public information meeting or at the October 2,
2002, public hearing. In addition to verbal comments, individuals also could participate
in the NEPA process by providing written comments to the USACE during the Draft
EIS comment period.



Letter 28 Responses to Letter 28

28-1

28-1 Comment noted.



Letter 29



Responses to Letter 29

29-1

29-2

Letter 29 Continued

29-2 Comment noted.

29-1 Comment noted.



Responses to Letter 29

29-2

29-3

29-4

29-5

29-6

Letter 29 Continued

29-3 The Mitigation Plan in Appendix E of the Final EIS identifies the mitigation
replacement ratio for waters of the U.S. (including jurisdictional ponds, wetlands, and
streams) that would be affected by the Proposed Action, as well as the general design
configuration for these features and the subsequent reclamation of associated riparian
and fringe habitats. Also, Section  2.5.3.7 of the Draft EIS describes the proposed
establishment of fringe habitat around the final end lakes.

29-4 Please see the response to comment 29-3.

29-5 Comment noted.

29-6 The suggested scenario would enable potential interconnection of two aquifers. As a
result, water from the Calvert Bluff, which is of poorer quality, could migrate to the
Simsboro. The RRC and TCEQ both are bound by the Texas Water Code, which does
not allow interconnection of aquifers.



29-6

Letter 29 Continued



Letter 29 Continued



Responses to Letter 29Letter 29 Continued

29-7

29-6

29-7 Potential impacts to wildlife species, including potential displacement of wildlife and
the possible reduction in local populations, are described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft
EIS.



Responses to Letter 29Letter 29 Continued

29-9

29-7

29-8

29-8 As presented in Table 2-15 of the Final EIS, Alcoa’s committed environmental
protection measures for the timber/canebrake rattlesnake would include employee
education measures and the relocation of timber/canebrake rattlesnakes found in the
disturbance area. Based on concerns raised during the Draft EIS comment period
regarding the survivability of this species as a result of relocation, Alcoa also has
committed to conducting radio-telemetry studies in coordination with the TPWD to
determine the survivability of relocated timber/canebrake rattlesnakes within the Three
Oaks Mine and Sandow Mine areas. This mitigation has been added to Table 2-15 of
the Final EIS.

29-9 Please refer to Section 3.5.2.1 of the Draft EIS relative to po tential impacts to the
plains spotted skunk.



Responses to Letter 29Letter 29 Continued

29-9

29-10

29-11

29-12

29-13

29-10 The majority of trees and shrubs present within the project area are larger than
seedling size and have extensive root systems that are not conducive to transplanting.
If these trees and shrubs were removed from their existing locations and transplanted
in to previously mined areas, they likely would have a high mortality rate as a result of
damage to their root systems and subsequent physiological stress. As stated in
Section 2.5.3.5 of the Draft EIS, Alcoa has committed to the planting of native upland
and bottomland tree species (Table 2-12 of the Draft EIS) using bare rootstock and
plugs. The survival and growth rates of tree rootstock and plugs would be appreciably
higher than the relocation of existing trees.

29-11 As described in Sections 3.5.1.5 and 3.5.2.1 of the Draft EIS, occurrence by the wood
stork within the study area would be limited to transitory individuals in appropriate
foraging habitat during post-breeding dispersal in late summer and early fall. As a
result, potential mine-related impacts to this species are anticipated to be low.

29-13 As described in Table F-3 in Appendix F of the Dr aft EIS, the potential for occurrence
by the black-capped vireo within the study area would be low, and the potential for
breeding by this species within the study area would be extremely low. This is
consistent with the Biological Assessment that the USACE submitted to the USFWS
for the Three Oaks Mine. Please refer to the USFWS concurrence letter in Appendix G
of the Final EIS.

29-12 As described in Sections 3.5.1.5 and 3.5.2.1 of the Draft EIS, it is highly likely that
breeding, transient, and wintering loggerhead shrikes could occur within the study
area. However, as discussed, impacts to this species are anticipated to be low based
on the implementation of the Alcoa’s committed environmental protection measures.



Responses to Letter 29Letter 29 Continued

29-13

29-14

29-15

29-16

29-17

29-14 As described in Section 3.5.1.5 of the Draft EIS, it is possible that migrating whooping
cranes temporarily could utilize potential roosting and foraging habitat within the study
area, based on reported sightings in the region.

29-15 As described in Section 3.5.1.5 of the Draft EIS, the incidence of foraging peregrine
falcons within the study area would be expected to be infrequent and transitory in
nature.

29-16 As described in Section 3.5.1.5 of the Draft EIS, it is possible that the white-faced ibis
potentially could occur in shallow water habitat within the study area.

29-17 Comment noted.



Letter 29 Continued Letter 29 Continued



Letter 29 Continued Letter 29 Continued



Letter 30



Letter 30 Continued Responses to Letter 30

30-1

30-1 Comment noted.



Letter 30 Continued Responses to Letter 30

30-1

30-2 30-2 Please see the response to general comment SW-3 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS
relative to potential downstream flooding. The text on pages 3.2-71 through 3.2-71c of
the Final EIS has been revised.



Letter 30 Continued Responses to Letter 30

30-2

30-7

30-3

30-4

30-6

30-5

30-3 Comment noted.

30-4 The reconstruction of wetland areas within the mine permit area, as required for
mitigation of wetland disturbance under the Clean Water Act, is not expected to affect
adjacent private properties. The potential for increased flooding below Alcoa's planned
discharge outfalls is addressed in the response to general comment SW-3 in Section
4.5.5 of the Final EIS.

30-5 Comment noted.

30-6 Please refer to the response to general comment SE-3 in Section 4.5.10 of the Final
EIS regarding property values.

30-7 Comment noted.



Letter 30 Continued

30-7



Letter 31 Responses to Letter 31

31-1

31-1 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS
regarding bottom ash recycling and disposal.



Letter 32 Responses to Letter 32

32-1 32-2 32-3

32-1 Comment noted.

32-2 Please refer to the response to general comment SE-3 in Section 4.5.10 of the Final
EIS relative to property values.

32-3 Please see the response to NEPA-1 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final EIS.



Letter 33 Responses to Letter 33

33-1

33-4

33-2

33-3

33-1 Please see the response to general comment Alternatives-1 in Section 4.5.2 of the
Final EIS relative to the comparative costs of alternative fuel sources. See the
response to general comment NEPA-1 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final EIS relative to the
use of Alcoa information.

33-2 As noted in the footnotes to Table 2-2 in the Draft EIS, Walter and Blair (2000) used
an average heat content of Bastrop-Lee County lignite of 13.17 MMBTU per ton
(6,585 BTU per pound) for their economic comparisons. The Draft EIS correctly notes
on page 3.1-12 that the average heat content of lignite to be mined at the Three Oaks
Mine is slightly lower at approximately 6,100 BTU per pound (actual weighted average
has since been calculated by Alcoa as approximately 6,175 BTU per pound). The
reader should keep in mind that the analysis done by Walter and Blair is a relatively
general analysis using average local lignite quality and average costs of production.
Not only is the actual heat content of the Three Oaks Mine lignite lower than the two
county-wide average, but the projected cost of production at Three Oaks ($0.95 per
MMBTU) also is significantly below the Texas average cost of lignite production ($1.14
per MMBTU) as shown in Figure 2-1 of the Draft EIS. The minor differences between
actual Three Oaks Mine values and those used by Walter and Blair do not change the
conclusions from the comparison between the projected cost of $0.95 per MMBTU at
Three Oaks with the $1.37 per MMBTU for western coal (used by Walter and Blair) or
the $1.49 per MMBTU for western coal as calculated by the USACE. Also see the
response to general comment Alternatives-1 in Section 4.5.2 of the Final EIS.

33-3 Alcoa plans to produce approximately 7 million tons of lignite per year at the Three
Oaks Mine. Using the weighted average heat content for Three Oaks Mine lignite of
6,175 BTU per pound, this equates to approximately 4,920,319 (rounded to 5 million)
tons per year of western coal at the assumed heat content of 8,785 BTU per pound.
The USACE recognizes that coal quality, including heat content, varies from one mine
to another, even within a given coal field. Based on data available at
http://www.eia.doe.gov, the average for Wyoming coals produced in 1999 (latest year
included) was 8,785 BTU per pound. Also see the response to general comment
Alternatives-1 in Section 4.5.2 of the Final EIS.

33-4 The USACE acknowledges that some of the factors listed in the comment would result
in a cost savings associated with the use of western coal. The reduction in ash would
not represent direct savings proportional to the reduction in volume since the ash from
western coal would not have the same qualities as the ash from lignite and would not
serve as a suitable substitute under the existing contracts for recycling lignite ash.
Thus, while disposal costs may be reduced, so may be the revenues associated with
ash recycling.

Likewise the costs of lignite drying would be largely offset by similar preparation costs
associated with coal usage. Power consumption at the mine is a component of the
production and utilization costs associated with Three Oaks Mine lignite and is already
incorporated into the cost of lignite and the resultant cost comparisons between fuels.



Responses to Letter 33

33-4

33-5

33-6

33-7

Letter 33 Continued

The cost savings identified in this comment are minor relative to the fuel costs and are
not expected to affect the overall cost comparisons. For example, Alcoa estimates that
the ash disposal costs associated with Three Oaks Mine lignite would amount to less
than $0.02 per MMBTU. Elimination of this entire cost would not affect the choice of
fuels for the Rockdale facility.

33-5 Since the Draft EIS was prepared, Al coa has entered into an agreement with the
USEPA and TCEQ (formerly TNRCC) involving boiler modifications at the three Alcoa
generating units. Alcoa expects the capital costs associated with these modifications
to be substantial and estimates that they may be comparable to the projected capital
costs for converting these three units plus the TXU unit to burn western coal.
However, as indicated in Section 4.5.2 of  the Final EIS, the cost of western coal alone
makes its use at Rockdale a moot point. Alcoa’s Rockdale facilities need a stable,
long-term operating cost that allows aluminum to be produced at a cost that is
competitive in the global market. As described in the Draft EIS and clarified in
response to general comment Alternatives-1, that is not possible with western coal,
natural gas, or grid electrical power.

33-6 Alcoa’s generating units are connected to the electrical grid and either can provide
power to the grid or receive power from the grid. However, the existing configuration is
designed for relatively small power exchanges rather than the massive power transfer
that would be required to operate the smelter directly on grid power. The TXU
shutdown mentioned in the comment took place with Alcoa’s Units 1, 2, and 3 running.
The scenario cited in the Draft EIS assumed that Units 1, 2, and 3 were shutdown.
Additionally, when Unit 4 is down, Alcoa obtains “banked” power from the grid. When
Unit 4 is running, there is some amount of Alcoa allocated generation that TXU puts
on the grid and credits to Alcoa in a power bank. The cost Alcoa pays for this banked
power would be its cost of generation and is not the price Alcoa would pay for totally
purchased power.

33-7 Comment noted.



33-7

Letter 33 Continued



Letter 34 Responses to Letter 34

34-1

34-1 Comment noted.



34-1

Letter 34 Continued



Letter 35 Responses to Letter 35

35-1

35-1 Comment noted.



Letter 36 Responses to Letter 36

36-1

36-1 Comment noted.



Letter 37 Responses to Letter 37

37-1

37-1 Please see the responses to general comments PA-1 and PA-2 in Section 4.5.3 of the
Final EIS regarding bottom ash.



Responses to Letter 37

37-1

37-2

37-3

37-4

Letter 37 Continued

37-2 Please see the response to general comment SW-1 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS
relative to surface water monitoring. The text on pages 3.2-71 through 3.2-71c of the
Final EIS has been revised, and additional mitigation (SW-5) has been added (see
page 3.2-98 of the Final EIS).

37-3 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS
regarding bottom ash.

37-4 Comment noted.



Responses to Letter 37

37-4

37-5

37-7

37-6

37-8

Letter 37 Continued

37-5 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS
regarding bottom ash.

37-6 Please see the responses to general comments PA-1, PA-2, GW-4, SW-1, and AQ-1
in Sections 4.5.3, 4.5.4, 4.5.5, and 4.5.6, respectively, of the Final EIS.

37-7 Comment noted.

37-8 Please see the responses to general comments PA-1 and PA-2 in Section 4.5.3 of the
Final EIS regarding bottom ash disposal.



Letter 38 Responses to Letter 38

38-1

38-1 The interest in a Spanish translation of project information was identified during the
October 1, 2002, public information meeting. In response, the USACE prepared a
Spanish translation of the project information handout that was available to the
general public at the meeting. The Spanish version of the handout, which included
updated information relative to the 2-week extension of the Draft EIS comment period,
was provided to a USACE-identified translator in the Elgin community for distribution
to interested individuals.



Letter 39 Responses to Letter 39

39-1

39-2

39-1 Please see the responses to general comments AQ-1 and AQ-2 in Section 4.5.6 of the
Final EIS relative to cumulative air quality impacts of the Rockdale facilities.

39-2 Please see the response to general comment Alternatives-1 in Section 4.5.2 of the
Final EIS regarding alternative fuel costs.



Letter 40 Responses to Letter 40

40-1

40-1 Comment noted.



Letter 41 Responses to Letter 41

41-1

41-1 Please see the response to general comment GW-6 in Section 4.5.4 of the Final EIS
regarding effects of mine dewatering and depressurization on flows in the Colorado
River.



Letter 42 Responses to Letter 42

42-1

42-2

42-1 Please see the response to comment 29-8 relative to the timber/canebrake
rattlesnake.

42-2 Please see the response to comment 29-8 relative to the timber/canebrake
rattlesnake.



Letter 43 Responses to Letter 43

43-1

43-2

43-1 Please see the response to comment 29-8 relative  to the timber/canebrake
rattlesnake.

43-2 Please see the response to comment 29-8 relative to the timber/canebrake
rattlesnake.



Letter 43 Continued



Letter 44 Responses to Letter 44

44-1

44-1 Comment noted.



Letter 45 Responses to Letter 45

45-1

45-1 Comment noted.



45-1

Letter 45 Continued



Letter 46 Responses to Letter 46

46-1

46-1 Comment noted.



Letter 47 Responses to Letter 47

47-1

47-1 While both solar and wind-generated power are c ommercially available in some areas,
neither mode of power generation is economical enough to satisfy the applicant’s
need for maintaining smelter operations at Rockdale. Thus, these modes fail to meet
the purpose and need of the project. Also see the response to general comment AQ-2
in Section 4.5.6 of the Final EIS regarding Rockdale facility air quality improvements.
See Section 3.2.3.2 of the Draft EIS relative to potential groundwater impacts.



Letter 48 Responses to Letter 48

48-1
48-1 Comment noted.



Letter 49 Responses to Letter 49

49-1

49-1 The primary purpose of the EIS  is to examine and evaluate the potential impacts
associated with the Proposed Action and realistic alternatives that meet the purpose
and need of the project and that may result in less environmental degradation than the
Proposed Action. As discussed in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIS and in the response to
general comment Alternatives-1 in Section 4.5.2 of the Final EIS, the USACE has
examined the costs associated with various fuel options to confirm that neither
western coal or natural gas would meet the purpose and need for continued smelter
operations at Rockdale. Also see the response to general comment NEPA-1 in
Section 4.5.1 of the Final EIS relative to information provided by Alcoa.



Letter 50 Responses to Letter 50

50-1

50-1 Comment noted.



Letter 51 Responses to Letter 51

51-1

51-3

51-4

51-2

51-1 Through its mine permit application to th e RRC and the associated reviews and
revisions, Alcoa has demonstrated that it has the legal right to mine lignite resources
on its lands and various leases executed with CPS and other entities. The specific
lease arrangements involved in this access are not considered by the USACE to be a
pertinent subject of this EIS. Alcoa alone is the applicant, since it would be the
operator of the Three Oaks Mine. Alcoa acquired lands or interests in lands by
numerous transactions with numerous individuals and entities, and CPS is only one of
those. Under the theory apparently being asserted by the commenter, permit
applications would be complete only if all those holding title to or any interests in any
of these lands are listed as co-applicants. This assertion is incorrect. It is unsupported
by the legal framework of the permits in question and would lead to unmanageable
and unreasonable results. Second, even under the incorrect theory asserted by the
commenter, there could be no plausible argument for including the State of Texas as a
co-applicant on any of the Three Oaks Mine applications because of the transaction
by which Alcoa acquired lands or interests in lands from CPS. CPS is separate and
distinct from the State of Texas, and the State does not hold title to or other interest in
any lands by reason of CPS holding title to or other interest in such lands.

51-2 Oversight of Alcoa’s environmental monitoring in relation to the proposed Three Oaks
Mine would be a shared responsibility among the USACE, USFWS, USEPA, TCEQ,
TPWD, RRC, THC, and potentially other agencies, based on the individual permitting
responsibilities of each agency (see Section 1.3 of the Draft EIS). Alcoa would
conduct the required monitoring and submit appropriate monitoring reports to the
appropriate agencies relative to each agency’s responsibility.

51-3 Please see the responses to general comments NEPA-1 and SW-1 in Sections 4.5.1
and 4.5.5, respectively, of the Final EIS.

51-4 Comment noted. Please see the response to comment 81-1 regardin g a revised or
supplemental Draft EIS.



Letter 52 Responses to Letter 52

52-1

52-2

52-1 Comment noted.

52-2 The benefits to CPS of developing the Three Oaks Mine are not part of the applicant’s
(i.e., Alcoa’s) purpose and need for the project.



Responses to Letter 52

52-2

52-3

Letter 52 Continued

52-3 Comment noted.



Letter 53 Responses to Letter 53

53-1

53-1 Comment noted.



Letter 54 Responses to Letter 54

54-1

54-1 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS
relative to bottom ash recycling and disposal. Please also see the response to general
comment SW-5 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS relative to the use of the Sandow
Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) data in the EIS.



Letter 55 Responses to Letter 55

55-1

55-1 Comment noted.



Letter 56 Responses to Letter 56

56-1

56-2

56-1 Please see the responses to general comments AQ-1 and AQ-2 in Section 4.5.6 of the
Final EIS relative to cumulative impacts and proposed reductions in emissions from
the power plants.

56-2 Potential impacts to aquifers, watersheds, vegetation, wildlife, and public health as a
result of the mine-related groundwater drawdown are discussed in Sections 3.2.3.2,
3.2.4.2, 3.4.2, 3.5.2, and 3.14.1, respectively, of the Draft EIS. Mitigation being
considered by the USACE for identified impacts on these resources are presented in
Sections 3.2.3.4, 3.2.4.4, 3.4.4, and 3.5.4, respectively. Potential traffic impacts are
discussed in Section 3.11.2.1 of the Draft EIS.



Letter 57 Responses to Letter 57

57-1

57-1 Comment noted.
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